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A Word About This Report

Funding for evaluation provided by the Maine Department of Education

The purpose of this report is to identify the attitudes of parents, administrators, and teachers about
the Reading Recovery™ program in Maine. It provides samples of comments and quality ratings
as assessed by the standard annual survey forms. This report supplements the full State of Maine
Reading Recovery® 1997-1998 Report and Evaluation.

® .
Maine Reading Recovery Sites
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Benton
Bethel
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Hancock/washington County Consortium
Howland/Enfield Station
southern Maine Consortium:
Westbrook, wiscasset, South portiand

®
Reading Recovery Teacher Leaders

Laura Cook
Margaret Hawkins
patricia Jackman
Judith Karam
Rebecca Mailloux
Charies potter
- Gael Romei
Nancy Todd
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Overview

As part of program evaluation for Reading Recovery® in Maine, parents, odminisfmtors,\"Reoding
Recovery teachers (both trained and in-training), and classroom teachers responded to open-ended
survey questions and rated the program along dimensions. of quality. Surveys. were.retumed.to Reading
Recovery Teacher Leaders, who summarized the responses in their respective sites and then sent the
summaries and a sample of representative responses to the Center for Early Literacy at the University of
Maine. This report synthesizes and summarizes the responses received across the State. The full State

of Maine Reading Recovery Report and Evaluation 1997-1998 will include a brief sample of what is
contained in this report.

Unique questionnaires were distributed to each Table 1. Response Rates.
of five groups: administrators, trained Reading
Recovery teachers, Reading Recovery teachers in

e Questionnaire Retumed /  Response
training, classroom teachers, and parents. .
Distributed Rate

Response was voluntary.  Each form of
questionnaire included questions relevant fo its Parents 11921716 69.5%
group of respondents. Table 1 presents the )
number of distributed and  returned Administrators 194/240 80.8%
questionnaires, and response rates, both ‘for Trained 205/221 92.8%
each group as well as for Reading Recovery sites

Teachers
overall.

Teachers in 37/39 94.9%
Response rates were very high for all five groups Training
of respondents, ranging from 69.5% for parents
to 94.9% for Reading Recovery teachers in Classroom 505/578 87.4%
training. Overall in the state of Maine, 76.3% Teachers

—_—————————

Overall 2133/2794 76.3%

of distributed questionnaires were retumed.



Qualitative Summaries Report 1997-1998

December 1998

Page 3

The aftitudes about the Reading Recovery®

program were very positive. An area of concem -

is the need for more resources. An overview of

comments appears below and a representative’

sample of comments from each group of
respondents appear in the following pages.

“| think it W6u|d be.a great idea to 'e'xF‘J‘cnd the
program’ so more: chlldren would benefit ecrher
in the year.” (Pcren'f)

i”l understand more how to implement the
program.” - (Trained Reading Recovery Teacher)

Of the 1716 questionnaires distributed, 1192
were returned for a response rate of 70%.
When asked to “Circle number below which best
describes Reading Recovery,” where 1
represented, “not a very good program” and 5
represented, “a very good program,” the mean

si’sis-

”I am concemed cbo’u "“’\'hcvmg fhe ‘program

e,,‘rclse ﬁﬁmy-; expec’rchons of whcf 'rhese
children can do (Reodlng Recovery Teacher in
Trcmmg) : :

”There are concems’that the: chlldren who could
most beneflt fromthe ‘program do not get the
serwces (Clcssroom Teccher)

response was 4.8. Out of 1188 who
responded, 1178 parents, or 99%, indicated
that it was a good or very good program.
Responses totals and percentages are presented

in Table 6.

Table 6. Number of responses for each scale value to the question for classroom teachers,
“Circle number below which best describes Reading Recovery.”

Likert Scale 1 2 4 5 Total
Response not a very good program a very good program  responses
Number 1 1 11 200 975 1188

Percentage 0 0 0.1 16.8 82.1 100

— —_————
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Comments from parents of Reading Recovery
children are filled with praise for the program.

“Reading “Recovery “ has -made recdmg more
emoycble, fun, enthusucshc with o o_s;!.t:ve~|y

remforced strucfured cimosphere
- :

‘I-am plecsed wnh ihe Recdmg gRecovery
program. 3 don’t think we- could have:.come- ihls
far-without it.” : E

Some teachers indicated that there was a great
deal of response from parents when returning
the questionnaires. Many had personal notes
attached, addressed to the individual teachers.
Their notes praised the program and thanked
the teacher for the support and work with the
children. On the questionnaires themselves,
most of the parents expressed excitement about
their child’s love of reading.

“She -loves- to"read! ,She’ plcks ‘ap a book
anytime and starts recdmg :

“We read- at |ecsi 2 books every mghi
sometimes as many as ‘51"

”He can read and understand what he reads. He

has so much-expression-he’s entertaining.”

A" number of parents described a dramatic
improvement in their children’s self-concept.

“My . child" doesnt” say# “): can't ‘do' thmgs
anymore. He really tries very hard.”

“I've -seen -him go-from:not. wcnhng ‘and not
caring to wanting, asking:and doing:”

Page 4
“He believes in hlmself ‘and tries to do more by
himself.”

'She i readmg more- cn'fmore on: her own.
She clsoffhcs ‘more confldence “I's ‘made her

‘comes’a lo ecsner
, o?"*her now cnd if- it
doesn’t she: goes bcckond«reods it. cgcm unh!

~ i e

she does”understcnd T

"He hcs gone “from scymg |- can't recd to
reading every'fhmgvhe ge'r his hcmds\\ on.
Self-esteem:has:soared.” . SO

Some parents noted an improvement in other
areas of the child’s learning besides literacy.

”I ihlnk Recdlng Recovery h‘cs helpedA my? chtld

Finally, parents advocated continuation and
expansion of the programs services.

inthe year.” . .
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Administrators

Of the 240 questionnaires distributed, 194 were "The program has dllowed:for: more students to
returned for a response rate of 81%. When recenveserwces wﬂhlno shorter flme frome and
asked “What impact has implementing the  thus, ‘ )
Reading Recovery Program had in your school . ., *:
over the last 5 to 10 years,” 137administrators,
or 90% of those who responded, indicated that
it had had a large or very large impact.
Responses totals and percentages are presented
in Table 2. The mean response was 4.3, on a
scale that ranged from 1, “very little impact” to
5, "very large impact.”

Comments from administrators indicated strong
support for the program. Many acknowledged
the decrease in Title 1 and Special Education
referrals, as well as retentions, as a result of the
program.

exmpoc’r Fewer
":enhons ond Readlnngecovery

“Reading Recovery has ‘nearly replaced Title 1 A
as we have known.it. Retention has decreased
significantly and Special- Education: plccement

has significantly decreosed as well. Reodlng ‘”Since'the."Réodin‘g :‘Re_ooVer?«prog'rcm started

Recovery-has been a successful intervention:” four years ago .outfest results have .steadily
» ‘ R progressed Students are’ bocked by .a good

”Puts more emphasis on preventing-problems.” strong data.” .

Table 2. Number of responses for each scale value to the question for administrators, “What

impact has implementing the Reading Recovery Program had in your school over the
last 5 to 10 years?”.

Likert Scale o 2 3 4 5 Total
Response very little impact very large impact  responses
g Number 1 3 12 75 62 153

Percentage 0.1 2.0 7.8 49.0 40.5 100
\_9\
4
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Some administrators acknowledged the benefits
of understanding the individual needs of
Reading Recovery children.

“This ‘program- hcs;;h,elped’io chcmge the woy
educators lock at children. with f
are Iess ‘excuses. cnd“more oﬂempfs o unlock
the key.of undersiondmg Plccemem‘s are more

occuroie

”There is more mierochon omong educoiors fo
find the best method to énhance . performance
and undersfondmg from children * ‘having
difficulties.” S et

Many administrators mentioned the impact that
Reading Recovery has had on literacy teaching
and assessment practices in the schools.

“The impact in'this area has been.dramatic over
all. Our.instructional-and:assessment programs
hove been rev:sed dromohcolly

'Technlques are used wnh oiher chlldren who
have not been in the Reodmg Recovery progrcm
and-has great effects-on.their skills:”

:"Reoding ©. Recovety s, becoming- -more
understood, respeded ond responsible for
profesmonol growfh "

“The program has. hod the mosi _profound affect
on the.individual classroom ieochers The first
and second grade: teachers ;have srecenved:
literacy training based on ‘the Ohio State: ‘model.
They are using running. records ‘and _other
screenlng dev:ces ond iherev s’ wonderful

Page 6

:”R\eod‘ing'tRecovery has increased the awareness
of teaching meihodology of: reodlng ihroughou’f
our school ~s . o

and suop rt.:siaff Mariy: hove |eomed voluoble
'reochlng&iechmques”‘from our Reodlng Recovery
Program:and: ouf ReddingRecovety teacher.”:

Administrators also raised some concerns about
the program. The majority of concerns revolved
around not having enough Reading Recovery
staff, the large amount of paperwork involved,
and teacher turm over and/or “bum out”.
Others were centered around implementation
issues.

Iofer, porenis of'te', | ‘thatit,
hoppened -earlier.. ‘oricerned “that' oiher
servicesj:iie.. Titleil:have been: cui bock at.the
higher grode levels:.fo « provude fundlng for
Reading: Recovery Mony%%siudenis are : ot
geﬂmg servnces ‘ T '
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Trained Reading Recovery Teachers

Of the 221 questionnaires distributed, 205
were returned for a response rate of 93%.
When asked to rate the statement “l have
become -a -more. effective Reading Recovery
teacher this year” on a scale that ranged from 1,
“strongly disagree” to 5, “strongly agree,” the
mean response was 4.2. Out of 190 who
responded, 158 trained teachers, or 83%,
indicated that they agreed. Response totals and
percentages are presented in Table 3.

Comments from trained Reading Recovery
teachers generally included statements affirming
their support of the program. Some commented
on their improvement and professional growth
as teachers and the consequential benefit to the
students. Others noted the progress being made
toward integrating Reading Recovery teaching
with the regular classroom instruction.

“My obserwng of<chlldren" ed:
has made me- more-aware of wcys to provide
sfudents wn‘h oppon‘unn‘les 1o develop self—
ex’rendmg systems eorher in: fhetr progrcms

“I'm: becommg more skllled ct crechng a sense
of community with classroom :

Many trained teachers praised the continuing
contact sessions and some requested a need
for more colleague interaction.

There were a few concerns raised by trained
Reading Recovery teachers centered around
having a lack of time to complete the “heavy
paperwork” involved.

Table 3. Number of responses for each scale value to the question for trained teachers, “I have
become a more effective Reading Recovery teacher this year.”

Likert Scale 1 2 4 5 Total
Response strongly disagree strongly agree  responses

Number 0 4 90 68 190

___Percentage 0 2.1 14.7 47 .4 35.8 100
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Reading Recovery Teachers in Training

Of the 39 questionnaires distributed, 37 were
returned for a response rate of 95%. When
asked to rate the statement “My view of teaching
low progress children how to read has changed
considerably this year” on a scale that ranged
from 1, “strongly disagree” to 5, “strongly
agree,” the mean response was 4.5. Out of 37
who responded, 34 teachers in training, or 92%,
indicated that they agreed. Responses totals
and percentages are presented in Table 4.

Comments from Reading Recovery teachers in
training indicated enthusiasm for the program
and excitement about the success of the
teaching techniques.

“| have raised ‘my expedaﬂons “of what these
children can do - Ive seen fhcf thes hlghly intense

focusing - that Recdmg “«Recovery; fecchmg'

provndes resulfs in success

“ "hove“:seenl c’hildren"bbe'c,or’ne' ~more -self-

confident in their reading and writing.  The
prompting system really-fosters-inner confrol for
the student and teacher.”

:’I have always believed |ow<,,progress students
copld leain to: reog‘i, butl ld*‘nof hove fhe skills

“I'have observed that- fhe‘process is as dlfferenf
for ecch chlld as'the:g h_lldren are: dlfferenf from
eoch ofher :

Some of the teachers in training offered
suggestions for improvement of the training
program.

|so|ofed e

Table 4. Number of responses for each scale value to the question for teachers in training, “My
view of teaching low progress children how to read has changed considerably this

year.”

Likert Scale 1 2

Response strongly disagree

4 5 Total

strongly agree responses

Number 0 1 2 12 22 37

Percenfoge 0 2.7 54 32.4 59.5 100

Q 10
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Classroom Teachers

Of the 578 questionnaires distributed, 505 were
retured for a response rate of 88%. When
asked “What impact has Reading Recovery had

on RR students’ classroom performance,” 429

classroom teachers, or 90% of those who
responded, indicated that it had had a large or
very large impact. Response totals and
percentages are presented in Table 5. The
mean response was 4.5, on a scale that ranged
from 1, “very little impact” to 5, “very large
impact.”

Many comments from classroom teachers
reflected their excitement about the progress of
Reading Recovery children from their
classrooms.

“Students have more - strategies to try when
meehng an unfcmlllcr word.during reading. In
writing 1hey are fnore w1|||ng to try- wnhng new
words ‘

»”Child_ren_"cré--more»-willingvfo take .risks and
participate in classroom activities.”

“The children seem so much more eager to
participate in class and reading: group.”

“Students are; more cﬁenth ?\‘o print and self-

1o read cnd wnfe

correct: They are: more wullmg

cpf 1o selec’r recdmg as ccchome activity "

@

“giming-for: higher Jev_elsj‘for'ol! the

A number of classroom teachers expressed
enthusiasm about their own development from
having implemented Reading Recovery strategies
in the classroom.

ey s ey

”I'pay much’ closer attention to strategies, giving
the students morgtools for mdependence ‘| also
re-do. jparts of (e ervcmon Survey when ‘a
literacy ' grou‘p not progressmg “This
documentation:ha helpedA us keep our school-
W|de grouplngs flextble

hcve |ecmed« «so‘" m"uéH ‘about .reading
msfrucﬂon through "Observing Young Leamers”
and the literacy feams:in our school. Sharing of
ideas, books cndﬁsupporf i5:50 helpful to.us all.”

Table 5. Number of responses for each scale value to the question for classroom teachers,
“What impact has Reading Recovery had on RR students’ classroom peformance?”
Likert Scale 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Response very little impact very large impact  responses
Number 3 5 41 122 307 478
Percentage 06 10 8.6 25.5 64.2 100

11
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“Many - teachers are:. |mp|emenfmg sfrcfegles
observed N : -

"' am.much more i€onscious about assessing
individual needs and' sfrengfhs and‘building’ my
instructing . cnd “revi :

knowledge.”. s, .

A few classroom teachers commented on the
professional environment that the program has
created in the schools.

“Reading Recovery has sparked cooperation

12

Page 10

and’.a commonx dlclogue beiween "K-1-2
fecchers :

Some classroom teachers expressed concem
that more children could benefit from the
program.

”There cre concems fhcf fhe chlldren ‘who could
mosf beneflf'from dhe rogram _glg: ‘not-get the

hildren ;making “it

fhrough fhe progrum

Xy
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